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ABSTRACT 


The Navy's primary mission 1s combat warfare in the defense of our 
country. To achieve this mission it is vital that naval officers in 
operational billets assigned to ships, submarines, aircraft squadrons, 
and afloat staffs maintain the highest degree of readiness and tactical 
expertise. Analysis of survey data obtained from air warfare officers 
indicates the existence of role conflict and role ambiguity in the 
area of individual tactical development. The results showed, in parti- 
cular, that officers perceived differences in how they, their commands, 
and the Navy evaluated the importance of officer tactical-skill 


development. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 


A. BACKGROUND 

The Navy's primary mission is combat warfare in the defense of our 
country. The tactical competence of the Navy's line officer is directly 
related to the achievement of its mission. 

Improving tactical readiness was an issue discussed in meetings 
held in November and December 1981 attended by the Fleet CINC's, Type 
Commanders, numbered Fleet Commanders, and other principal operational 
commanders concerned with tactical development and training. Numerous 
Suggestions for improving tactical readiness and training were proposed 
to the Chief of Naval Operations during the discussions following the 
November and December meetings. 

In May of 1982, as Chief of Naval Operations, Admiral Thomas B. 
Hayward U.S.N. identified one of the major needs of the Navy as 
Improving the tactical proficiency of the fleet. Admiral Hayward had 
desired to implement a tactics test for Naval Officers. It was 
Admiral Hayward's intention that the examination on Naval Tactics be 
required for officers who had been selected for promotion and that the 
test must be passed before a promotion could occur. The examination 
was not to influence the process for selecting an officer for promotion, 
but rather was to be a requirement of a selected officer. At that 
time it was not determined if the exam would be administered to only 
line officers or if the examined group would also include Staff Corps 
Officers (Medical, Dental, Judge Advocate General, Medical Services, 
Nurse, Supply, Chaplain, Civil Engineer Corps) [Bush, 1982: p. 1]. 
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As a result of recent meetings, the Office of the Chief of Naval 
Operations has directed that a survey be conducted to determine how 
line officers divide their time between various responsibilities. 
Pretesting of the survey requested has been recently completed by this 
author. The survey vehicle was designed by the author and CDR Martin 
Newman USN. The final vehicle, or parent vehicle, is presently being 
administered by Dr. Robert Morrison, together with CDR Newman, of the 
Navy Personnel Research and Development Center, San Diego, California. 
The pretest vehicle was administered randomly to five hundred (500) Air 
Warfare Officers. The objective of the pretest survey as well as the 
parent vehicle is to achieve insight into factors which Naval Officers 
in operational billets perceive as enhancing or constraining their 
opportunity to learn and practice tactical employment of their weapons 
and combat systems. 

The pretest survey vehicle consisted of 202 close-ended questions 
and was self administered to Naval Aviators assigned to ships, sub- 
marines, aircraft squadrons, and afloat staffs. The parent vehicle 
consists of 172 questions, is self-administerable, and has been distri- 
buted to 4000 Naval Officers of various designators, all assigned to 
operational billets. Survey design, methodology, computer programs 
written for analyses, feedback comments received on attached comment 
sheets, and preliminary results have been published in a recent Tech- 
nical Report titled Tactical Competency Survey, PRETEST Data Base 
[Drogowski, 1983]. 

In order to enhance the tactical knowledge of Naval Officers, it 
will be necessary for the Department of the Navy not only to clearly 


define its goals and objectives in this area but also to specify the 
10 





level of tactical competence required in the planned tactics exam. The 
opportunity to become and remain tactically competent to the level 
prescribed will require the Navy to provide Naval Officers direction, 
guidance, time, and training. Training in the form of formal education, 
Fleet, Battle Group, Squadron, and Unit-level exercises, as well as 
individual self-study, are only a few ways for individuals to further 
their present level of tactical competency. 

The Navy will need to determine its goals and objectives in this 
area before it can train and evaluate individuals in Tactical Compe- 
tency. It will be necessary to instill in both the individuals and 
their respective commands a sense of priority for the tasks and func- 
tions involved. Unless special care is exercised, delegation of 
responsibilities for these tasks and functions may lead to problems 


of Role Ambiguity and Role Conflict. 


Eee OBJECTIVE 
The objective of this study is to conduct empirical research on 

role conflict and role ambiguity in a military organizational environ- 
ment. Analysis will be performed on a segment of data obtained from the 
previously discussed pretest survey titled Tactical Competency Survey. 
Presently the terms Role Ambiguity and Role Conflict tend to be used 
interchangeably in everyday conversation, and this use tends also to 
occur in published articles. It is therefore essential for the purpose 
of this study to distinguish between the two terms. The following 
definitions, provided by Katz and Kahn [1978], will apply throughout 
this study. 

We define ROLE CONFLICT as the simultaneous occurrence of two or 

more role expectations such that compliance with one would make 


the other more difficult or impossible. [Katz and Kahn, 1978: p. 204] 
iy 





In the prototypical form, ROLE AMBIGUITY simply means uncertainty 
about what the occupant of a particular office is supposed to do. 
But there may be uncertainty as well about many other aspects of 

a role, including the membership of the role-set, the ends to be 
served, the role enactment, and evaluation of present role behavior. 
[Katz and Kahn, 1978: p. 206] 


The analyses completed in this study will be discussed in depth in 
Chapter V. A review of the literature on Role Ambiguity and Role Con- 


flict precedes this discussion. 
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IT. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 


No man can serve two masters: for either he will hate the one 
and love the other; or else he will hold to the one, and despise 
the other. [Matthew 6:24] 


A. ROLES 
Peeemuitiple Roles 

The concept of multiple roles is a phenomenon in which an 
individual is normally in only one active role at a particular time, 
while other roles are in a relative degree of latency. Multiple roles 
relate to multiple positions which the individual may hold in various 
organizations. Quite often the individual holds these positions, per- 
naps of authority, in various organizational and institutional settings 
concurrently. Within each of these organizations, the individual occu- 
pies a particular position and thereby performs certain defined role 
activities associated with that position. The individual's role exis- 
tence varies in complexity in accordance with the number of roles he 
plays in the different organizations, as well as with the amount of 
authority and power associated with each position he holds. 

2. Role Sets 

It is important to have a clear understanding of the difference 
between the concept of multiple roles and that of role sets. The 
former, multiple roles, refers to the different roles in different 
organizational settings. Role Set, on the other hand, relates to any 
of various orientations that a specific position in a particular organi- 
zation may require. The position held by a Commanding Officer of a 


Naval Command offers an excellent example of role set. He jis an 
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individual within a single command who is administrator, comptroller, 
legislator, and authoritarian. Multiple roles can be illustrated by 
looking at the same individual, but from the perspective of his 
involvement external to his immediate command--for instance, the posi- 
tions held by the individual in church and civic organizations. 
ee ROlle Perception 
The accuracy of Role Perception regarding a task to be performed 
could have a definite impact on organizational effectiveness and effi- 
ciency. In their book, Organization and Management, Kast And Rosenzweig 
[1970] discuss role perception in detail. They provide the following 
insight into the area. 
Individuals have certain abilities and are motivated in varying 
degrees to perform various tasks. However, if a task is incorrectly 
perceived, the results may be quite ineffective from the organiza- 
tional point of view. On the other hand, an activity or role asso- 
ciated with a particular position could be perceived quite accurately 
and yet inefficient performance could result because of deficiencies 
in ability and/or motivation. [Kast and Rosenzweig, 1970: p. 262] 
Eee CONFLICT 
The term role refers to the behavior associated with a particular 
position. The expectation of behavior can be written or unwritten 
within an organization. A favorable working environment yielding 
favorable results, harmony, and a reduction in conflict is possible if 
all individuals within an organization understand, or are made aware 
of, their "legitimate" accepted behavior. When role demands in the 
form of behavior, task-completion priority, and task understanding is 
left to doubt, conflict will arise. Conflict in this sense does not 


mean overt antagonism or violence. It involves the possible simul ta- 


neous and not necessarily continuous occurrence of two or more 
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role-sendings such that the compliance with one precludes compliance 
with the others. Daniel Katz and Robert L. Kahn suggest throughout 
their works that an individual will experience role conflict when he or 


she 1s confronted with two or more incompatible demands. 


ieeypes of Role Conflict 


Referring to detailed studies Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, and 


Rosenthal in their book, Organizational Stress: Studies in Role 
Conflict and Ambiguity, Kahn [1964], identify six types of Role 
Conflict: Intrasender conflict, Intersender conflict, Inter-role 
conflict, Person-role conflict, Role overload, and Role ambiguity. 
Stoner [1978] provides a clear description and example of the six types 
of role conflict identified by Kahn et al [1964]. 


INTRASENDER CONFLICT occurs when a single supervisor presents a 
subordinate with an incompatible set of orders or expectations. 
For example, a division manager orders a purchasing agent to 
buy materials immediately at a price that requires prior home 
office authorization, and then warns the agent not to violate 
the rulebook regulations. 


INTERSENDER CONFLICT arises when orders or expectations of a 
person or group clash with expectations or orders from other 
persons or groups. This can occur, for example, when a supervisor 
orders a foreman to engage in tighter supervision, while the 

work crew makes clear that any attempt to comply with this order 
will lead to serious trouble in the ranks. 


INTER-ROLE CONFLICT occurs when the different roles played by 

the same person give rise to conflict demands. In his roles as 
husband and father, for example, a man may be pressed to be home 
with his family in the evening and on weekends. But in his role 
as a loyal worker, the same man may have to put in a considerable 
amount of overtime to get his work done. This particular example 
of inter-role conflict is extremely common and often creates great 
tension both on the job and at home. 


PERSON-ROLE CONFLICT occurs when on the job role requirements run 
counter to the individual's needs or values. An executive ordered 
to bribe a domestic or foreign official, for example, might find 
the assignment completely antithetical to his or her moral values. 
Yet his or her desire for career success might make refusal to 
carry out the order difficult. 
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In ROLE-OVERLOAD CONFLICT, the individual is confronted with orders 
and expectations from a number of sources that cannot be completed 
within the given time and quality limits. Should quality be sacri- 
ficed in the interest of time? Should some tasks be carried out and 
others ignored? If so, which tasks should get priority? Dilemmas 
like these are a constant part of a manager's job. 


ROLE AMBIGUITY occurs when an individual is provided insufficient 

or unclear information about his or her responsibilities. The 
individual is therefore uncertain about what he or she is "supposed" 
to do. Role ambiguity is often experienced by new managers who are 
given a set of duties and responsibilities without being told exactly 
how to carry them out. The stress experienced by an individual in 
such a situation can be considerable. [Stoner, 1978: pp. 536-538] 


Kast and Rosenzweig [1970], in the book entitled Organization and 
Management, defined four (4) types of role conflict as Person-Role, 
Interrole, Intersender, and Intrasender. The following is provided to 
enhance the clarity of the concepts of role conflict and role ambiguity. 


Four types of role conflict can be identified: (1) person-role, 
(2) interrole, (3) intersender, and (4) intrasender. As indicated 
previously, the concept of PERSON-ROLE CONFLICT is implied where 
personal attributes mediate between the sent role and that which is 
received by the focal person. Conflict occurs when the requirements 
of the role violate the needs, values, or capacities of the focal 
person. 


INTERROLE CONFLICT relates to the phenomenon of multiple goals for 
individuals simultaneously acting in several or many organizations. 
A person may find hemself faced with sent expectations for a role 
in one organization which conflict with those for another role. 
[Kast and Rosenzweig, 1970: p. 266] 


INTERSENDER CONFLICT results when various members of the role set 
have different expectations for a particular role person and hence 
transmit sendings which are conflicting. In this case, there are 
pressures on an individual from many directions as the various 
senders attempt to influence his behavior. 


INTRASENDER CONFLICT develops when one sender transmits conflicting 
instructions or expects behavior which is impossible in the light 
of earlier directives. Intrasender conflict can occur with the 
transmission of messages which have conflicting parts. It is more 
common, however, for the conflict to arise from messages sent at 
different time periods. [Kast and Rosenzweig, 1970: p. 267] 


One other type of role conflict should be mentioned--that of OVERLOAD. 
In many organizations, the expectations of various senders with 
regard to a particular position may not necessarily conflict. 
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However, there may be so many of them that it is impossible for one 
individual to fulfill the requirements. In a sense, this creates a 
conflict between the expectations of the role and the individual's 
capacity to perform. Unless the focal person can establish a prior- 
ity system or ignore some demands, he may "fall apart at the seams" 
or become ineffective in all his actions. Overload role conflict 
may be temporary if the various pressures are reduced over time. 

On the other hand, they may persist for an indefinite length of 

time and hence require more than ad hoc adjustments on the part of 
the focal person. [Kast and Rosenzweig, 1970: p. 268] 

As noted by the researchers just quoted, role ambiguity is one form 
of role conflict. Normally researchers on this subject tend to con- 
solidate the five types of role conflict into a single group and refer 
to it as "Role Conflict" and then to deal separately with "Role Ambi- 
guity". Since the majority of the literature reviewed by the author 
of this Thesis discusses role conflict and role ambiguity as separate 
entities, the two terms, role conflict and role ambiguity, will be 
treated as if they are separate and distinguishable entities in this 
study. 

meeeernects of Role Conflict and Role Ambiguity 

A great many articles have been written recently on the effects 
of role conflict and role ambiguity on the organizations and individuals. 
The central theme throughout these articles is that the overall effects 
of role conflict and role ambiguity are adverse. The following quota- 
tions are typical of those found in the literature describing the 
effects of these two conditions on organizations and on individuals 
within organizations: 

Role conflict was negatively correlated with job satisfaction and 
positively correlated with job threat and anxiety. [Tosi, 1971: 
pe 17] 

Moreover, role conflicts tend to reduce one's general satisfaction 
with the job and the conditions surrounding it, and to undermine 


one's confidence in his superiors and in the organization as a whole. 
[Kahn, et al., 1964: p. 64] 
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The presence of conflicting and/or ambiguous pressures is considered 
to indicate a level of organizational stress. Both role conflicts 
and role ambiguity have been demonstrated to be related negatively 
to role behavior of the focal person. [Tosi, 1971: pp. 8-9] 


Cohen concluded that ambiguity of the situation and inconsistency 

of direction raised the anxiety of subordinates, caused a less favor- 
able attitude towards supervision, and lowered productivity. [Tosi, 
Me7i: p. 10] 


The nagative effects of role conflict and ambiguity as noted by 
Tosi [1971], Kahn [1964], and others apply to the physical well-being 
of individuals as well as the organization. Tosi continues: 


Responses to role pressures may take the form of behavior, affective 
reactions, and/or physiological symptoms. The specific nature of 

the response is a function of the role pressure as affected by the 
inter-personal relations and the personal attributes of the focal 
person. When the sent role pressures are clearly understood and 

there are no inconsistencies with other role demands, there will be 
few problems. However, the existence of role conflict and role 
ambiguity could pose problems for the individual and the organizations. 
mics, 1971: p. 9] 


In 1957 an experimental study was completed by Smith in which he 
measured the effects of role ambiguity on the problem solving ability 
of one hundred and forty (140) college students. The results as reported 
by Rizzo, et al. [1970] were that: 

(1) when groups were asked to solve problems without clarification 
of the role each member was to perform their efficiency was signi- 
ficantly less than when the roles were made clear; (2) role ambi- 
guity markedly reduced group satisfaction with the experience; and 
(3) the hostility level was significantly higher for groups under 
condition of role ambiguity as compared to control groups. [Rizzo, 
Beeal., 1970: p. 154] 

Scott, Mitchell and Birnbaum [1981] recently stated in a discussion 
of role ambiguity: 

The overall picture is that ambiguity makes it harder for us to do 
our jobs. We prefer certainty, ... it should be obvious that what- 


leads-to-what are unclear. This is a very unpleasant situation for 
most employees. [Scott, et al., 1981: p. 105] 
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Role ambiguity is often a problem for new managers who are assigned 
a set of duties but are not clearly told how to execute the duties 
Stoner [1978] notes. He adds that: 


The stress experienced by the individuals in such a situation can 
be considerable. [Stoner, 1978: p. 538] 


Scott et al. [1981] in the following passage presents an even more 


ominous picture of the problem of role ambiguity: 


Research shows ambiguity leads to greater stress and tension and 
lower satisfaction and self-esteem. Some data from medical research 
shows that ambiguity may increase heart problems, and leads to anxi- 
ety and depression. Finally some studies with more "hard" data 
Suggest that turnover is greater and productivity lower when role 
ambiguity exists. [Scott et al., 1981: p. 105] 


Kahn et al. [1964] states 


In the extreme form, conflict and ambiguity pose for the individual 
an almost insurmountable problem..... Conditions of conflict and 
ambiguity, therefore, are not merely irritating; in persistent and 
extreme forms they are identity destroying. [Kahn, et al., 1964: 

Be 61 | 

Some people experience a rather marked sense of futility when con- 
fronted with conflicts. A loss of self-esteem is often apparent. 
Others show symptoms of acute anxiety, and of confusion and inde- 
cision, which may leave them immobilized for a time. And for a few, 


symptoms of hysteria and psychosomatic disorders seem to be connected 
to tensions engendered by conflicts. [Kahn et al., 1964: p. 67] 


3. Effects of Conflict and Ambiguity on Job Satisfaction 
The majority of the literature reviewed so far demonstrates the 

adverse effects of role conflict and role ambiguity. One inconsistency 
was found, however; some research indicates that role conflict and role 
ambiguity are not always negatively related to job satisfaction. The 
following statement by Schuler [1975] provides a summary of these 
findings: 

Tosi and Tosi [1970] and Tosi [1971] found that role conflict and 

job satisfaction were negatively related, but they found no rela- 


tionship between role ambiguity and job satisfaction. Rizzo et al. 
[1970], House and Rizzo [1972], and Hammer and Tosi [1974] found 
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Significant negative relationships between job satisfaction and role 
ambiguity but no relationship between job satisfaction and role 
Cenmtiict. (Schuler, 1975: p. 683] 


4. Ways of Minimizing Role Conflict 


In reducing conflict to an acceptable level, conflicting 
demands must be somehow eliminated. Tosi and Carroll [1976] offer the 
following three arguments for the reduction of role conflict. 


ELIMINATE AUTHORITY OVERLAPS. An authority overlap occurs when two 
Superiors have the formally designated right to dictate subordinate 
actions in the same area. [Tosi and Carroll, 1976: p. 372] 


CLARIFY AUTHORITY RELATIONSHIPS. Often a person experiences role 
conflict because he is not sure who has authority, and he responds 

to another who is in higher position but outside his chain of command 
Simply because of the other's status. By increasing the person's 
awareness of those to whom he should, or must, respond, some conflict 
might be reduced. [Tosi and Carroll, 1976: p. 372] 


INSURE THAT SUPERVISORS MAINTAIN THE INTEGRITY OF THE HIERARCHY. 

This solution of course is related to clarifying authority relation- 
Ships. The "territorial" imperative here for a manager should be 

not to allow intrusion by other managers outside the chain of command, 
unless appropriate. Whether or not an intrusion iS appropriate is 
organizationally defined. [Tosi and Carroll, 1976: p. 372] 


9. Ways to Reduce Role Ambiguity 


In order to reduce role ambiguity, it is necessary to take two 
related steps according to Tosi and Carroll [1976]. 


DEFINE BEHAVIORAL AND OUTPUT REQUIREMENTS. Installing a management 
by objectives program is one approach for clarifying performance 
expectations, because the superior and the subordinate together 
determine the means of accomplishing the desired end results. 


REWARD THE ACHIEVEMENT. When the individual has been successful, 

the organizational reward system must be used to recognize it. 

Managers will thus communicate to subordinates what to do and what 

is important not only with words, but also through action. This 

will keep the level of role ambiguity low. [Tosi and Carroll, 

1976: p. 373] 

This study will seek to determine if role conflict and role ambiguity 

presently exist within the confines of normal task completion by Naval 


Aviators, that is, within an environment of peace-time, where emphasis 
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shifts from fighting ability to administrative peace-time activities. 
If the Navy, defined here to be higher authority, sees peace time acti- 
vities, such as administrative tasks, as being of a greater priority 
than war fighting tasks, such as tactical development, and the indi- 
vidual or command does not agree with the ranking of those tasks, role 
conflict exists as defined by the literature reviewed. Role ambiguity, 
on the other hand, will exist if the priorities are found to be unclear 
and/or do not lend themselves to differentiation. Chapter III, which 
follows, very briefly summarizes the survey vehicle used during the 
pretest phase as discussed in the Introduction. A brief review of the 
section used for analyses in this study is also included. In-depth 
review of the entire survey is possibly by referring to a published 


Technical Report, [Drogowski, 1983, Appendix C]. 
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TTI. PREVIOUS METHODOLOGY USED 


A. PURPOSE 
The purpose of this chapter is to provide the reader with a brief 
background of the survey vehicle used for gathering the data used in 


this study. 


B. THE INSTRUMENT 
Designed in late December 1982 and early January 1983 and titled 

“Tactical Competency Survey", the vehicle consisted of a two-page cover 
letter, two pages of instructions, a booklet of 202 questions, anda 
comment sheet to provide open-ended feedback. Although the question- 
naire was developed to measure perceptions of Naval Officers in opera- 
tional billets in the areas of Workload, Feedback Process, Communica- 
tions, Time Distribution, Peer and Self Evaluation, Stress, and Resource 
Availability, it lends itself also to other areas of research. Span 
of Control, Organizational Behavior, Motivation, and Differentiation 
of Roles are only a few areas of possible additional research. By 
design, the questionnaire was broken down into six divisions: Back- 
ground, Training, Workload, Organization, Resources, and Comments. 
It is within the second part, Training, that it is possible to extract 
questions pertaining to task comparison as analyzed in the current study. 
According to the Technical Report describing the survey instrument, 
five task areas are compared by the respondent. 

Scale ordering in the form of task comparisons of five specific tasks 

is completed by the individual. The task areas--Tactics, Genera] 


Administration, Personnel and Navy Programs, Systems Technical Know- 
ledge, and Officer Professional Qualification--are compared by the 
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respondent. The respondent's perception as to the priority placed 

on a particular task when compared to another task is solicited. 

From this scaling, perceptions of Role Ambiguity and Role Conflict 

are obtainable through analysis. [Drogowski, 1983: p. 17] 

The Technical Report continues by offering an explanation of how 

the task comparison is to be completed by the respondent. 

The individual is asked to scale order each of the tasks against 

another a total of three cyclic times. The first cycle gathers 

respondent perceptions in regards to how the command he is presently 

assigned to places priority on the completion of the two compared 

tasks. Cycles two and three gather the respondent perceptions once 

again but as to how the respondent perceives the United States Navy 

places priority on the task completion and how he as a Naval Officer 

perceives what the task priority should be. [Drogowski, 1983: p. 18] 

It is the forementioned 30 questions (numbered 65 through 94) that 

are specifically analyzed within this study [Drogowski, 1983: pp. 56-61]. 
It is possible to extract questions other than these for analyses in 
the area of role conflict and role ambiguity, but no others were ex- 
tracted for this purpose at this time. In order to complete analysis 
on the selected questions, it was found to be time saving to extract 
the entire Data Bank, together with the program written for analysis, 
as described in the Technical Report. The data remained unchanged in 
form and content during the analysis process within this study. The 
computer program was modified to analyze only the responses to the 30 
particular questions, plus questions 1 through 11 which deal in the 


area of demographics. Chapter IV which follows, describes the modifi- 


cation of the program for the current analysis. 


aS 





IV. PROGRAM FOR ANALYSIS 


This chapter describes the program used to analyze only those 
responses to questions 1 to 11 and 65 to 94 of the data generated from 
the pretest of the survey completed by Drogowski [1983] in the area of 
Individual Tactical Development. The program was written to interface 


with the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). 


A. PURPOSE OF THE PROGRAM 

The computer program in Appendix "A" was written with the intent of 
analyzing only responses to questions 1 to 11, dealing with demographics, 
as well as 65 to 94, which deal with the comparison of the five tasks 
described earlier. A brief overview of these five tasks, as well as a 
review of instructions presented to the individual completing the 
survey (including definitions offered for clarity and common under- 
standing), have been extracted from the Technical Report, Appendix "C", 


and appear here in Tables I and II. 


B. PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 
The program (Appendix "A"), was created by modifying the orginal 
program, described in the Technical Report, as Appendix "D". This 
program consists of four functional parts, which are executed in the 
following sequence: 
i Vata Definition Cards 

a) Data List 

b) Input Medium 

c) Recode 


d) Compute 
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) Variable Labels (VAR LABELS) 


m 


—h 


) Value Labels 


) Missing Values 


‘O 


h) Recode 


i) 
j) 


Assign Missing Values 
Paine Formats 
2. Task-Definition Cards 
a) Frequency 
3. Data Record 
a) Read Input Data 
4. Task-Definition Cards 
a) Condescriptive 
The program begins with the DATA LIST and INPUT MEDIUM cards. The 
functions of these cards remain unchanged from the original program. 
Recode instructions are used to convert the alphanumeric value labels 
('‘A' to 'E') of CPCTGA (Command Perception, Comparison Tactics versus 
General Admin) to IPCSTKOP (Individual Perception, Comparison System 
Technical Knowledge versus Officer Professional Qualifications) into 
positive or negative single-digit integers. Additional Recode instruc- 
tions are given by the use of a second RECODE card. This card recodes 
the assigned missing value label previously in alphanumeric form to a 
numeric value. Later in the program, the newly assigned missing values 
are deleted from the computations. The end result consists of the 
means and variances of variables used to describe the individual's 
perception of Command, Navy, and Individual task priority. 
COMMENT cards are provided with each COMPUTE card to fulfill two 


purposes. The first is to enhance the readability of the program for 
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the user, and the second is to document the variable being generated as 
a result of the mathematical computation which follows in the related 
COMPUTE card. By first setting each task value equal to zero and then 
by completing, simple mathematical computations, the task-value mean, 
variance, range, sum, standard deviation, standard error, kurtosis, 
minimum value, maximum value, and skewness are derivable from the task- 
comparison data. 

Variable Labels (VAR LABELS) and Value Labels are incorporated 
in the program to enhance clarity and understanding of the printed out- 
put. Missing values in the form of alphanumeric characters are as- 
Signed to demographic responses that have not been provided by individuals. 
The use of the final RECODE card and ASSIGN MISSING card prevents the 
processing of cases which do not contain a response to a task-comparison 
question (Question 65-94). It should be noted that a Frequency Distri- 
bution and Histogram Plot were obtained prior to any recoding of varia- 
bles. Data is stored externally to the program, which accesses it from 
its external storage location. 

After the program was found to be error free, analyses to determine 
the existence of role conflict and role ambiguity were performed. 
Results and methodology of the analyses are discussed in the following 


chapter. 


26 





TABLE I 
TASKS AND DEFINITIONS 


jaecics 


Developing judgmental skills in effective employment of Command 
Weapons/Combat Systems. 


General Administration 


Includes, but is not limited to, Recurring Reports, Correspondence, 
Instructions, Messages. 


Personnel and Navy Program Management 
Includes, but is not limited to, all personnel-related Leadership, 


Morale, EEQ. 
requirements and all programs, e.g., Drug, Alcohol. 


system Technical Knowledge 


Includes, but is not limited to, requirements to be proficient 
regarding technical-systems understanding and all maintenance- 
systems-related work. 

Officer Professional Qualifications 


Includes, but is not limited to, Warfare Qualifications, Aircraft 
Commander, Engineer, Officer of Watch, Command Qualifications. 
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TABLE [1 
TASK COMPARISON INSTRUCTIONS 


Instructions 


IF YOU PERCEIVE that the task on THE LEFT HAS GREATER NAVY PRIORITY 
Beeimecne task on THE RIGHT, CIRCLE ‘A* or ‘B’. IF YOU PERCEIVE that 
the task on THE RIGHT HAS GREATER NAVY PRIORITY THAN the task on THE 
Mere CIRCLE 'D* or ‘E'. Note that BY CIRCLING ‘*C' YOUR PERCEPTION IS 


of EQUAL PRIORITY. 


Note that the following scale will be used for the next thirty 


questions only. 


EXAMPLE 
(LEFT TASK) VERSUS (RIGHT TASK) 
hese Besa eae reassess \ yess == - E 
SIGNIFICANTLY HIGHER EQUAL HIGHER SIGNIFICANTLY 
HIGHER HIGHER 
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V. ANALYSTS AND CONCLUSIONS 


This chapter describes the results of the statistical analyses 
performed. The analyses presented in this chapter specifically deal 
only with questions 65 through 94 in the survey questionnaire. The 
intent of the analyses was to investigate the existence of possible 
role conflict or role ambiguity in the area of individual tactical 
development. The intention in this chapter is to focus primarily on 


the implications of the responses to these questions. 


A. BASIC ANALYSIS 

The selected questions were first analyzed by the use of the ori- 
ginal program contained in the Technical Report [Drogowski, 1983] to 
determine if inappropriate variables existed within the data set. None 
were found. The next attempt at analysis used the program discussed in 
Chapter Four and presented in Appendix "A" to determine the frequency 
distribution of the responses to each question. Examination of the 
frequency distributions indicates that each question analyzed was 
answered by nearly all of the 286 individuals. These individuals had 
met the acceptance criteria for inclusion into the data set as discussed 
in the Technical Report. The least favorable questions of the 30 selec- 
ted for analyses in the area of role conflict and role ambiguity were 
questions numbered 87 through 89. These three questions contained 
three missing cases each and 283 valid cases. Since the ratio of 
missing cases to valid cases is extremely small, the decision was made 
to include the three questions and to continue to analyze the 30 


questions rather than just 27. The frequency distributions tend to 
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show a fairly uneven distribution of responses towards one task cr 
another. This uneven distribution was considered to be favorable 
towards further analysis. 

Results of the frequency-distribution analysis included Absolute 
Frequency Count, Relative Frequency Percent, Adjusted Frequency Percent, 
and Cumulative Frequency Percent separately for perceived Self, Command, 
and Navy evaluations. Observation of the frequency distributions 
obtained are included in Appendix "B". 

Following the basic frequency-distribution analyses, histograms of 
the 30 questions were generated. The histograms make clear that the 
different tasks vary in perceived priority. Descriptive statistics 
were computed and are included with each histogram in Appendix "B". 

As previously discussed in Chapter IV, the use of a ‘“Recode" card 
in the program used for specific role conflict and role ambiguity 
analyses (Appendix A) recodes the five response values of "A" to "E" 
from alphanumeric to numeric values. In this recoding, it is obvious 
that the response variable "C", which equates to a value of "Equal", 
was to be assigned the value of zero (0). It is necessary to determine 
the sign of the remaining Likert scale values. Since "A" and "E" were 
to indicate "HIGHER" and "D" and "E" indicate "LOWER" for the focal 
task, "A" and "B" were assigned positive values, "D" and "E" negative. 
ienvalue of the response "A" was thus set at (+2), "B" (+1), “D" (-1), 


ye (=2). 


B. DETERMINATION OF MEAN VALUES FOR EACH FOCAL TASK 
Means of task differences created by individual perceptions of 


Navy, Individual (Self), and Command priorities were computed by use 


30 
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of the program in (Appendix A). The actual computations are based on 
the following equations, in which b. and b. are scale values for tasks 
i and j and as is the scale value for task j on a scale that has a 


mean of zero for all five tasks: 


CI MN 


(b. - bz) 


Si 
b= Sas] j 


J 


—_/ 


where j indicates the focal task and i 
indicates the focal task or any other task. 


In this equation, (b. - b.) is the difference perceived by an 
individual for tasks i and j, e.g., (b - b.) is equal to +2, +1, 0, 
-1, or -2 depending on the individual's response to the item comparing 


the two tasks. Table III shows the results from use of this formula. 


C. ANALYSES OF COMPUTED MEANS 

1. Role Conflict 

The scale values computed by the preceding formula and shown as 

means in Table III are obviously unequal. Plotting horizontally the 
tasks being compared and vertically the value of the three means for 
each task clearly illustrates the existence of role conflict in Indi- 
vidual Tactical Development. Table IV, PLOTTED MEANS, illustrates that 
the individuals surveyed perceived three distinct priorities for any 
one focal task. 

Had the computed mean values been equal to each other, then it 
could have been said that role conflict does not exist however this is 
not the case. Another view can be taken for the determination of the 


existence of role conflict. Additional analysis of the generated mean 
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TABLE III 


PRIORITY PERCEPTION OF TASK DIFFERENCES 
CREATED BY INDIVIDUAL PERCEPTIONS OF 


NAVY, INDIVIDUAL (SELF), AND COMMAND PRIORITY, 


WITH ASSOCIATED MEAN VALUES. 


Navy Priority (Perception) 


l 
2 
5 
4 
9 


Personnel and Navy Program Management 
General Admin 

Officer Professional Qualifications 
System Technical Knowledge 

Tactics 


Command Priority (Perception) 


wn -& GW Po eH 


Tactics 

System Technical Knowledge 

Officer Professional Qualifications 
Personnel and Navy Program Management 
General Admin 


Individual (Self) Priority (Perception) 


an GW hr 


maces 

System Technical Knowledge 

Officer Professional Qualifications 
Personnel and Navy Program Management 
General Admin 
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values was completed. By placing the tasks in a list according to 
increasing or decreasing mean values for each of the three different 
view points (Self, Command, Navy), the existence of role conflict can 
be determined. 

Table V illustrates that the rank order of Task Means are different 
for Navy compared with Command, and for Navy compared with Individual 
(Self), but are the same for Command and Individual. Herein lie the 


seeds of role conflict. 


The data for the sample of 286 Naval Aviators clearly supports the 
existence of role conflict between the Navy and its Commands and their 
personnel in the area of Individual Tactical Development. 


By use of the derived rank-order comparisons listed in Table V, 
Kendall's Tau was computed. Results, illustrated in Table VI, are the 
Tau coefficients of rank-order correlation. Notice that the coefficient 
for Command and Individual (Self) is equal to 1.00. This means that no 
role conflict between the two exists for the officers surveyed. However, 
when comparing the coefficients of rank correlation of Navy with Command, 
and Navy with Individual (Self), we observe that they are both equal 
to -.80. This result indicates that role conflict does exist between 
Navy and Command and between Navy and Individual within the Air Warfare 
Communities. 

It must be stated that this data set does not allow for the conclu- 
Sion to be drawn that role conflict exists throughout the entire Navy. 
This is because the survey has been used as a pretest vehicle and does 
not solicit responses from individuals outside of the Aviation Commu- 
nity. It must also be stated that this study makes two very important 


assumptions as far as interpretation of the results is concerned. First, 
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Kendall's Tau 


Navy to Command 
Navy to Individual 


Command to Individual 


TABLE VI 


oy 


-0.80 
-0.80 


m0 


p< 0.05 
p< 0.05 


Bow U05 


at 





it is assumed that all individuals with the designators 1310, 1315, 
1320, and 1325 perceive task priority the same. Previous research has 
shown this not to be the case at all times [Morrison, 1983]. The 
second assumption is that all the various aviation communities perceive 
the defined tasks the same. Data from all these communities were com- 
bined in this study as were the data from all designator groups. Had 
questions 65 through 94 been analyzed of separately for the different 
groups according to the demographic information obtained, the overal| 
samples would have been unsatisfactorily small. 

A summary statement of the results within the area of role conflict 
is that the individuals comprising the sample clearly indicated that 
ROLE CONFLICT DOES NOT ARISE from differences BETWEEN COMMANDS AND 
INDIVIDUAL (SELF) but DOES ARISE from differences BETWEEN NAVY AND 
INDIVIDUAL (Self) AND BETWEEN NAVY AND COMMAND. SAMPLED INDIVIDUALS 
PERCEIVE THAT THE NAVY PLACES GREATEST PRIORITY ON PERSONNEL AND NAVY- 
RELATED PROGRAMS MANAGEMENT (grand mean of +0.197) and LEAST PRIORITY 
ON TACTICS (-0.165). INDIVIDUAL COMMAND AND THE INDIVIDUAL (SELF) 
PERCEIVE TACTICS AS THE HIGHEST PRIORITY TASK (+0.119, +0.528) and 
GENERAL ADMIN AS THE LEAST IMPORTANT (-0.139, -0.650) during the present 
peace-time environment. 

Navy priorities appear to be polar opposites of the Individual 
(Self) and Command priorities. It is interesting to note that the 
distance between the plotted means of Command and Individual (Self) 
are on the order of four to six times the magnitude of the distances 
between the plotted means of Command and Navy. This phenomenon may be 
explained in the following way. The individual has greater daily 


contact with his individual command than he does with the Navy (Higher 
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authority). The author believes that daily contact, close communica- 
tions, and loyalty to unit or command influences this identity of pri- 
orities. THE STRONGEST SOURCES OF ROLE CONFLICT APPEAR TO EXIST IN 
THE AREA OF TACTICS AND THE LEAST IN OFFICER PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS. 
Additional analyses should be completed to determine the extent of role 
conflict within each specific rank. Role conflict leads to stress and 
frustration. It would appear that the Navy (in general) has some very 
frustrated air warfare officers in operational billets. 

The following are quotes taken from specific comments received from 
individuals surveyed and have been extracted from the companion Tech- 
nical Report [Drogowski, 1983]. 


Naval officers would have more time to develop their primary warfare 
skills if the Navy would reduce the massive paperwork/inspection/etc. 
requirements that consume an inordinate amount of our time. We 
should be more concerend about developing our operational readiness 
posture for conducting war and maintaining the peace. At times we 
lose sight of our priorities and instead bury and burden ourselves 
with paperwork. (0-4, Ship, ASW Module Watch Officer.) [Drogowski, 
1983: Appendix "I" ] 


The tactical competency of the average Naval Officer is appaling. 
Due to the extreme administrative workload, officers are not allowed 
time to seek tactical knowledge, nor are they encouraged to pursue 
an active tactical training program. Until the Navy reduces the 
administrative burden, and stresses tactical expertise vice mana- 
gerial skills as the primary driving force for promotion and prefer- 
ential orders, the Navy will continue to lag behind our allies in 
tactical competence. We may have the best equipment, technical 
knowledge, and weaponry, but we have the worst tactical minds. 

(0-4, Ship, ASST Air OPS/Training Officer.) [Drogowski, 1983: 
Appendix "I" ] 


I would like to see more time spent on tactics and training. I.E. 
more flight/simulator time. Less time spend on administrative B.S. 
(0-4, Air Squadron, Division Officer.) [Drogowski, 1983: Appendix 


aT | 


In a single seat A/C squadron; so much time is required in adminis- 
trative routine, discipline and various programs management that it 
precludes time for even the most routine professional reading. (0-5, 
Air Squadron, XO.) [Drogowski, 1983: Appendix "I"] 


So 





The biggest problem with tactical study is the time required to 
accomplish our ‘desk' jobs. The paperwork level required by the 
Navy is overwhelming. (0-3, Air Squadron, Pilot/Personnel Officer. ) 
[Drogowski, 1983: Appendix "I" ] 


My particular command places importance on tactics development and 
employment. (0-4, Air Squadron, Safety Officer.) [Drogowski, 1983: 
Appendix "I"] 

D. THE QUESTION OF ROLE AMBIGUITY 


A level of role ambiguity, illustrated in Table VII, was computed 


by determining the mean of the three variances for each focal task. 


The following equation was used for this purpose: 









j and RAL is the level of role ambiguity. 


1 3 
RAL = =u V 
as 2 
J 
where V. is the variance associated with Task 
| 


The mean variances of individual perceptions of Navy, Individual 
(Self), and Command priorities illustrated in Table VII indicate the 
existence of varying amounts of role ambiguity for the five different 
tasks examined in this study. As shown in Table VII, Tactics was the 
area of greatest role ambiguity, while Officer Professional Qualifi- 
cations was the least role-ambiguous task area. 


Role ambiguity may lead to difficulty in performing well on the 


related tasks involved. It appears that Air Warfare Officers perceive 
their task to achieve Officer Professional Qualifications more clearly 
than task achievement in the performance and development of tactics. 

Tactics as a task is ambiguously defined, and this ambiguity restricts 


an Air Warfare Officer's ability to perform as effectively as possible. 
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TABLE VII 
LEVELS OF ROLE AMBIGUITY. 


Role ambiguity level for: 
II (+0.437) 


Role ambiguity level for: 
MMSE MMi sc oc dics. ccs cc ccc ce wecvcsavcscceececceccsecece (+0.342) 


Role ambiguity level for: 
Personnel and Navy Related Programs.........ccccceccccccccees (+0.283) 


Role ambiguity level for: 
Memmenmmechnical Knowledge............ccceccnccscnceccccccnce (+0.212) 


Role ambiguity level for: 
Memicer Professional Qualifications..........cccccccccccccees (+0.200) 
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APPENDIX B 


QUESTION 1 


GRADE Individuals Most Senior Grade Selected 


Relative Adjusted 





Category Absolute Frequency Frequency 
Label Coue rreavency Percent Remeene 
O-6 B 4 1.4 1.4 
O-5 C og 2026 PAO Fi 
O-4 D sig 47.9 A Sarl. 
0-3 E 85 ioe aon 

& oe 0.3 Missing 
opal 286 LOOz.O LO0;0 
Valid Cases 285 Missing Cases ale 
NOTE 


Cumulative 
Frequency 


Percent 


1.4 


creek: 


(On 2 


LCOr 0 


100.0 


Although the rank of Captain (O-6) was suppressed from 
the sample selection, it is assumed that the four indivi- 
duals returning the survey indicating their rank of 


Captain have been recently promoted. 
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QUESTION 2 


DESIG Designator 


Relative Adjusted Cumulative 








Category Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 
Label Geode Exrequency Peqecue Bement Remscens 
3 10 E ee Olle GilleZ 615.2 
molS F ais 6235 GG O73 
1320 G 20 Si Cho 99.0 
320 H _3 10 des-O ICO) 5 o 

Total 286 100.0 100. © 
Valid Cases 286 Missing Cases O 
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QUESTION 3 


COAST Assigned Coast 


Relative Adjusted Cumulapive 





Category Absolute Frequency Frequency Frequency 
Label Wode  hrequency Rewe enw PoOWwee nt Pencennt 
Atlantic A og 48.6 48.8 48.8 
Pacific B 146 Se See Ore 
& ae O23 Missing LOOZ © 
Teta l 286 LOO LOO. 6 
Valid Cases 2895 Missing Cases a 
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Question #63 


CFCTGA Individusal’s rercertion of Command Friority. 
COMFARISON OF TACTICS versus GENERAL AIMIN, 


CODE 
it 
4 KKXKKKKKKKKKK (42) (Tactics) 
I 
I 
B KK KKKK KKK KKK KKK KKK RK KKK KKKKKK C111) 
il 
I 
c KKKKKKKKKKKK (43) 
i 
iE 
[I KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK C71) 
I 
I 
E KKKXKKK (19) (General Admin) 
I 
it 
Se eo, Pe, oe es le ee es et Lee heh ee ee Le eee eee ee L 
Q 40 80 20 140 200 
FREQUENCY 
Valid Cases 286 Missims Cases 0 
(0) Sr er A = GSisanmificantly Hisher 
BRB = Hisher 
C = Eausl 
I! = Hisher 
E = Sisnmificantly Higher 
Mean Orso Kurtosis ~1,009 
Variance 1.404 Miriimium Oo 
Range 4,000 Std Deviation ieee Ss 
Sis ms 86.000 Skhewness -Q.4307 
Std Error 0.90790 Maxlmium 2.060 
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Question #64 


CFCTENEM Ingdividusal’s rercertion of Command Priority. 
COMPARISION OF TACTICS versus FERSONNEL ANI 
NAVY FROGRAM MANAGEMENT. 


CODE 
I 
A KKXKKKK (25) (Tactics) 
iE 
I 
B KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKKKKKKK CLOL) 
I 
i 
C KKK KKK KKK KKKKKKKKKKK (74) 
I 
iP 
D KK KKK KKK KKKKKKKKKKK (70) 
iE 
iE 
e RKXKKK (16) (Fersonmel and Navy Frogram Manst.) 
I 
I 
ESS ECEECEIUEC OIE ctse ssc eu eeers 6 «leeks 66s eee ee Lae eee eeeveal 
0 40 80 120 140 200 
FREQUENCY 
Valid Cases 286 Missims Cases O 
BOUNE see eee e A = Sisnmificantly Higher 
B Higher 
C = Eaual 
0 = Hisher 
E = Significantly Higher 
Mean Os i711 Kurtosis -0.809 
Variance 1.146 Minimum = 000 
Range 4,000 Std Deviation en 7 4 
Sum 49.000 Skewness -0.191 
ae Go oerTror 0.063 Maximum 2+000 
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Question #67 


CPCTSTK Imdividual’s rercertion of Command Friority. 
COMFARISION OF TACTICS versus SYSTEM TECHNICAL 
KNOWLETIGE. 


BUnE 
I 
A KKKK (10) Claecres.) 
if 
I 
B KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK (78) 
I 
I 
e KKXKKK KKK KK KKK KKK KKK KKK KK KK KKKKKKKK CLSL) 
I 
I 
0 KKKKKKKKKKKKKKK (57) 
i 
I 
E KKXK (10) (System Technical Knowledge) 
I 
I 
Se TC a, ee ue tl ie oe a eae eek 6 + sce eee Lee eee ewvel 
QO 40 80 120 1460 2O0 
FREQUENCY 
Valid Cases 2885 Missing Cases 0 
CODE +o eee A = Significantly Hisher 
kK = Hisher 
C = Eausl 
D = Higher 
E = Sisgmificantly Higher 
Mesn 0.073 Kurtosis 10 | 9, 
Variance 0.790 Miriimum ~2.9000 
Range 4,000 Ste Ueviletion oO, 845 
Sim 21.9000 Skhewness -~Q0.142 
Sud Error 0,051 Maximum 2.000 
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Question #68 


CECTOFR Imdividual’s rercertion of Command FPriorits. 
COMPARISION OF TACTICS versus OFFICER 
PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS. 


CODE 
I 
A KKKKKK (20) (Tservties) 
I 
I 
B KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK (67) 
I 
I 
e KK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KK KKK KKKKK C1179 
I 
I 
ll KKK KKKKKKKKKKKKKK (465) 
I 
I 
e KKXKKK (16) Officer Frofessional Qualifications) 
I 
I 
Ser TC een cans te tel a)-6 6146 soe ol ec eee ew eee Leese wesw el 
0 40 80 120 149 200 
FREQUENCY 
Valid Cases Zoo Missins Cases 1 
OE sees es A = Signmificamtly Higner 
B = Hisher 
C = Eaual 
I = Hisher 
E = Sigmificanmtly Higher 


Nesan 0.035 Kurtosis -0.3490 
Variance 0,0971 Mirimum -2.000 
Range 4.900 Std YVeviastion 0.785 
Sim 10.000 Skhewness 0.013 
Std Error 0.038 Maximum 2-000 
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Question #69 


CPCGAFNP Individusl’s rercertion of Command Frioaorits. 
COMPARISION OF GENERAL ADMIN versus FPERSONNELL 
AND NAVY PROGRAM MANAGEMENT. 


CODE 
if 
A MAKAKKX (11) (General Admin) 
I 
it 
BR KEKKKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KK KKK KKK KK KEKKKEK 699) 
if 
I 
c KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKKK 695) 
I 
I 
D KKKKKK KK KKK KKK KKK KKK KK KKK KKK KKK KK KKK KKK KKK KKKK (39) 
if 
I 
E. KKKKK (8) (Fersonnel and Navy Frogram Management) 
it 
i 
aE ar WE Pn teen an en, a e te Lo Sieh al ahe eo 8 Lectieee @ eee L 
0 20 40 50 80 100 
FREQUENCY 
Valid Cases 286 Missimg Cases 0 
MORI Fee ee A = Significantly Higher 
K = Hisher 
C = Eaual 
= Higher 
E = Significantly Higher 
Mesari 0.000 Kurtosis -0.779? 
Verience 0.870 Minimum -2.000 
Range 4.000 Sta Deviation 0.933 
Sum 0.000 Skhewness 0.078 
Std Error 0.035 Maximum 2-000 


Tie 





T Sost) SuUTSSTW G8ZS SOStD PTLVA 


is 





0°OOT 0*°OOT 98% Peso 

0°OOT SUTSSTW eaome oa % 

0*OOT E°9 E°9 ST A ToysTH ATJUCOTFTUSTS 

L°€6 9°SP G°*SP O€T qd LOysTH 

Ley 8° OT 8° OT SP S Tenby 

CaS €° 9% Z° OZ GL q IoysTH 

6°? 6°? 6°P vT V IoystH AT PUBOTFTUSTS 
~quedtegd  yuod1egG $$ yusdTeqG jj Aouenboarqg  osapop — peqey- 
Aouonborlg Aouonbodlyq Aouonboealyg a1inTosqy AIOZ3a1e) 
eATJeTnuND poeysntpy SAT IBL OY 


odpoTMOUuY TROTUYyoIL 
Wo1SAG SNSI9A UTWPY TeV198eUuNy JO uosTtTaeduog 


‘AJTIOTIg puvuwog Jo uot}dsed19q ,STeNpTrAtpu] MLSVDOdO 


OL NOILSANO 





<=) ame ame =e ome ae ae ame aoe aoe ee cee cee eee ce ee ae ae Se ce es oe ee ee ee eee ee eee eee ee eee ee ee ee ee eS a a oom 


Question #709 


CFCGASTK Imdividusl’s rercertion of Command Friogorits. 
COMFARISION OF GENERAL ADMIN versus SYSTEM 
TECHNICAL KNOWLEDGE. 


CODE 
i 
A KKKKK €14) (General Admin) 
i 
I 
B KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK (75) 
i 
I 
E KKKKKKKKKKKKK (48) 
I 
I 
D KKK KKKKKKKKKK KKK KKK KK KR KKK KKKKKKKK 6130) 
I 
I 
E KKKKKK (18) (System Technical Knowledse) 
I 
if 
tr Oe re ee ts), gig Monge lels 4 bao Oe ee Le eee eo eek 
0 40 80 2cO 159 200 
FREQUENCY 
Valid Cases 285 Missing Cases 1 
51:0) Sr A = Significantly Hisher 
BR = Higher 
C = Eaual 
I! = Higher 
EF = Sisnificamtly Hisher 
Mean -0.221 Kurtosis -0.936 
Variance Paleo Minimum -2,000 
Rense 4,000 Std Deviation 1.904590 
Sim -§3.000 Skhewness 0.380 
Std Error 0.9063 Maximum OOD 
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Question #71 


CPCGAQFQ Individual’s rercertion of Command Priority. 
COMFARISION OF GENERAL ADMIN versus OFFICER 
FROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS. 


CODE 
i 
4 ¥KKK (11) (General Admin) 
i 
i 
B KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK (76) 
I 
I 
C KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK (73) 
I 
I 
I KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK C103) 
I 
if 
E KKKKKKK (22) Officer Frofessional Qualifications) 
I 
£ 
ee ee Mart, ll Gs 6 se ele ao lie sees ee ee Le ee ee we ee ed 
0 40 80 20 149 290 
FREQUENCY 
Valid Cases Zoe Missims Cases i 
Pi 6 tt ek A = Sidgnmificantly Hisner 
H = Hisher 
C = Eeaual 
I = Higher 
EF = Sisgmificanmtlsy Higher 


Mean Samy, ce Kurtosis -0.8/70 
Variance nO Gc Minimum -2.,000 
Range 4,000 Std Deviation 10 Se 
Sum -49,000 Skhewness Oi ey 
eo Error 0.061 Maximum 2.000 
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Question #72 


CFCFENPST Individusel’s rercertion of Command Friority. 
COMPARISION OF FERSONNEL ANT NAVY FROGRANS 
MANAGEMENT versus SYSTEM TECHNICAL KNOWLEDGE. 


CODE 
I 
A KKKX (12) (Fersonmel and Navy Frogram Maenegement) 
I 
ik 
B KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK (76) 
I 
I 
C KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK (72) 
I 
I 
ll KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK (106) 
i 
iE 
E KKXKKKK (18) (System Technical Knowledge) 
I 
if 
er re ener sili gp uguielp 4p ve ob oe alee ee bee eee ee eed 
0 40 80 120 1460 206 
FREQUENCY 
Valid Cases 23g Missins Cases 1 
C00 Se A = Sisgmificantly Higher 
KR = Higher 
C = Eausl 
tr = Higher 
E = Significantly Hisher 
Mean -0.147 Kurtosis -0,861 
Verience 1.942 Mirsimium -2,00900 
Range 4.9000 Std Wevistion 1.021 
Sism -~-42.000 Skhewness O-.179 
Std Error 0.060 Maxi.mism 2-000 
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Question #73 


CFCFNF OR Individusal’s rercertion of Command Friority, 


COMPARISION OF FERSONNEL AND NAVY FROGRAMS 
MANAGEMENT versus QFFICER FROFESSIONAL 


QUALIFICATIONS. 
COLE 
I 
A KKXKKK (8) (Personmel and Nevy Program Management) 
i 
I 
R KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KK KKK KKK KKK KK KKK KKKKKK (72) 
I 
if 
i KKK KKK KKK KKK KK KKK KKK KKK KKK KK KK KKK KKK KKK KKKKKKKK (92) 
if 
it 
lt KKK KKK KK KK KKK KKK KK KK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KR KKKKK 699) 
I 
if 
S KKKKKKKK (14) Qfficer Frofessional Qualificstions) 
I 
I 
fr er rs wlk en epg gs o 9 L eee etee 6 6 es Let ere sevreed 
0 29 40 4&0 89 1900 
FREQUENCY 
Velid Cases 2383 Missims Cases 1 
iE + 6 6 + oo A = Significantly Higher 
B = Hisher 
C = Eaual 
D = Hisher 
E = Significantly Higher 
Mesr -0.137 Kurtosis “0.73590 
Veriance 0.893 Miriilmum -2,9009 
Range 4.9000 Std Teyvietion 0,945 
Sum -39.000 Shewness One 2 3 
Std Error 0.056 Maximism 2.9000 
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Question #74 


CERCSTKOF Individual’s rercertion of Command Friority. 
COMPARISION OF SYSTEM TECHNICAL KNOWLEDIGE versus 
OFFICER FPROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS. 


CODE 
I 
6 KXk (8) (System Technical Knowledge?) 
i 
I 
BR RAK KKKKKKKEKKKKKKKKKEX (79) 
I 
I 
C KKKKKKKKKK KKK KKK KKK KK KKK KKKKKKK 6118) 
if 
I 
[i KKK KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK (73) 
I 
I 
E KXkK (8) Officer Frofessionel Qualifications) 
I 
if 
er er gure ll gies g4g 6 ere.e Lepiee + 6 eee Le eee eel 
0 40 80 120 160 299 
FREQUENCY 
Valid Cases 285 Missims Cases 1 
CODE eevee A = Significantly Hicsher 
KR = Hisher 
C = Eatsal 
Nn = Higher 
E = Significantly Hisher 
Mean 0.018 Kurtosis -0.476 
Variance On7 a7 Minimum -2,.000 
Range 4.000 Std Levistion 0.3709 
Sim 3+000 Skewmess -90.034 
Std Error 0. Oa Maximum 2-000 
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Question #75 


NFECTGA Individual’s rercertion of Navy Priority.» 
COMPARISON OF TACTICS versus GENERAL AIMIN. 


CODE 
I 
A KKKKKKK (23) TACTICS 
i 
I 
B KKK KKK KKK KK KKK KKKKKKKK (85) 
I 
I 
Be KKKKKKKKKKK (39) 
I 
I 
D KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KK KKK KKKKKKKKK CLIL)D 
I 
I 
E KKKKKKKK (27) (General Admin) 
I 
I 
Leo eo po 8 ae AUR RR Ree eee ec 
0 40 89 a) 150 209 
FREQUENCY 
Valid Cases eo Missing Cases 1 
DOME .eeeee A = Significantly Higher 
KR = Higher 
C = Eaual 
It = Higner 
E = Sisgnmificamtly Higher 
Mean =0,119 KWirvosis -1.140 
Variance 1.380 Minimum -2.000 
Range 4,009 Std Leviation ieee 
Sum -34,000 Skhewness 0.181 
ooG Error On070 Maximum 2000 


84 





t Sose) Sutssty S8Z SOStD) PTIVA 


0° OOT 0° OOT 986 Le1OL 
0° OOT SUTSSTW e710 T % 
0° O00T 8°6 8°6 8G ct LaystH ATJUBOTFTUSTS 
3° O6 6° UP 8° bP Sor qd Ly sTH 
€°SP b°TS E°1? T9 _ Lenby 
6° 6G v°OG €° OG 8S a LoysTH 
G°€ G°é cic OT V LaystH AL PURVOTJTUSTS 
TWOoDcOq we yUus010q JUs0190g Aouonbaay apog Teqe'T 
Aouonbeaiay Aouonbely Aouonbaly ayn [Tosqy ALOB9VEO 
SATJetTnuND ps ysnlpy BAT IETLSY 
1JuswWSesSeUe WeaIAsoIg AACN 
pue TsuUuOS.9g SNSITS9A SOTIOVL JO UOST.TedWwoD 
‘AYTAOTIg AABN JO uot dsd19q ,STenptatpu] WdNdLOdN 


9L NOILSANO 


85 





Question #764 


NECTENEM Ind@ividual’s rercertion of Navy Friority. 
COMFARISION OF TACTICS versus FERSONNEL AND 
NAVY PROGRAM MANAGEMENT. 


CODE 
I 
4 KKKK (10) (Tactics) 
f 
iE 
BR KKK KKKKKKKKKKKKK (589) 
ic 
iE 
C KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK 651) 
I 
I 
ll KKK KK KKK KKK KK KKK KKK KK RK KKK KK KKKKK 6129) 
i. 
I 
e KKKKKKKK (28) (Fersonnel ana Navy Frogram Menmst.) 
I 
I 
GEE ECCI o's 5 a) se enats 1 ese sees se Leelee 6s os Lawes eo eee Lk 
0 40 80 £20 160 290 
FREQUENCY 
Valid Cases es Missing Cases 1 
2 10))0) 3, rr A = Significantly Higher 
KR = Hisher 
C = Eaual 
D = Higher 
E = Sisgnificamtly Hisher 
Mean “0.3/2 Kurtosis =O, 620 
Variance dis Oa Miriclmium -~2,000 
Range 4.000 Std Tevistion Oo 
S ym =106.000 Skewness 0.440 
Std Error 0.061 Maximum 2.90900 
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Question #77 


NECTSTK Individual’s rercertion of Navy Friorits. 
COMPARISION OF TACTICS versus SYSTEMCAL 
TECHNICAL KNOWLEDGE. 


CODE 
I 
4 KK (3) (Tactics) 
' 
iE 
BR KKKKKKKKEKKKKKKKEK C59) 
I 
I 
& KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK RK KK KKK RK KKKKEKK 6133) 
I 
I 
I KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKEKK C81) 
I 
I 
E mex. (7) (System Tecnmical Knowledse) 
I 
I 
Non 4 Be6 8 5 6 OR Re A 0 Dee erence! Se er nee one Ge a arr f 
O 40 80 120 140 200 
FREQUENCY 
Valid Cases 285 Missing Cases it 
CIE «ee eee A = Significantly Hisher 
R = Higher 
C = Eaual 
Dn = Hisher 
E = Sigsgmificantlysy Higher 
Mean Seo ek Kurtosis Sales ouerarss 
Variance 0.4634 Minimum =-2,000 
Ranse 4.000 Std Deviation 0.808 
Sum oOo Skhewness OV037 
ae error 0.048 Maximum 22000 
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Question #78 


NFCTOPQ Individusal’s rercertion of Navy Friority. 
COMFARISION OF TACTICS versus OFFICER 
FROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS. 


CORE 
I 
A KKK (646) (Tactics) 
' ; 
iE 
K KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK (461) 
if 
I 
c KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK 692) 
I 
I 
Tl KKK KKK KKK KKK KK KKK KKK KKKKKKKKK C110) 
I 
I 
E KXKXKK (16) Officer Frofessional Qualifications) 
if 
I 
Ter ee ll ce es 6 eee Lee eee eek eh eee ee eal 
0 40 80 L120 169 200 
FREQUENCY 
Valid Cases 265 Missing Cases {i 
iE ft et et A = Sisgmificantily Higher 
KR = Higher 
C = Eaual 
It = Hisher 
E = Significanmtls Higher 


Mean Ole 2 Ae Kurtosis -0.630 
Variance Onoge Mirci msm -2.,000 
Range 4.000 Std Deviation 0.924 
Sum =—45 20010 Skhewness 0.230 
Sreaouerror 0.055 Maxl mim 2.000 
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Question #79 


NE CGAPNF Ingividual’s rercertion of Nevy Priority. 
COMFARISION OF GENERAL ADMIN versus FERSONNELL 
ANT NAVY PROGRAM MANAGEMENT. 


CODE 
I 
A KKKXK (10) (General Admin) 
il 
L 
B KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK £566) 
I 
I 
ie KKK KKK KKK KKK KK KKKKKEKKKKKK C95) 
I 
I 
D KEKKKKKKKKK KKK KKK KKKKKKKKKK C103) 
I 
I 
E KKXXX C11) (Fersonnmel end Neve Frogream Menssement) 
lf 
I 
ee tee Ce, , oy 9) gg lao eiy cee ote be eos eee eee Lee ee erased 
Q 40 80 120 1460 200 
FREQUENCY 
Valid Cases 283 Missing Cases 1 
CODE oe eo oo A = Sidgmificaently Hisher 
R = Histher 
C = Eauel 
Nn = Hisher 
E = Significentlys Hisher 
Mesn -0.137 Kurtosis -0.627 
Variance O,ag7] Minimum -2,000 
Range 4.9000 Std Devistion 0.934 
Sism -39.09090 Skhewness Ona. 
Sta Error 0.,05¢ Maximum 2.900 
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Question #80 


NECGASTRK Individual’s rercertion of Navy Frioritys. 
COMPARISION OF GENERAL ADMIN versus SYSTEM 
TECHNICAL KNOWLEDGE. 


CODE 
i 
4 KXKKKK (18) (Genersl Admin) 
. 
I 
B KRKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKKKKKKKK C106) 
I 
I 
E KKKKKKKKKKKKKK (52) 
I 
i 
Ui KKK KK KKK KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKX (102) 
I 
I 
E mex (C7) (System Technical Knowledge) 
I 
I 
Tene eel tea agi eg ge ey eerie Le ee eee ee Lee eee eee L 
0 40 80 120 140 200 
FREQUENCY 
Valid Ceses eae Missing Cases 1! 
MODE seeever A = GSisgmificantly Higher 
R = Hisher 
C = Eaual 
D = Hisher 
FE = Sisnmificsantly Higher 
Mean O,091 Kiurtosis ae cel 
Variance 1.076 Mircimium -2,.000 
Range 4,900 Std Deviation 1.037 
Sum 26.000 Skhewness 02026 
Sue Error 0.9061 Msoximism 2.909 
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Question #81 


NECGAGFQ Individual’s rercertion of Navy Priority. 
COMPARISION OF GENERAL ADMIN versus OFFICER 
FROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS. 


COTE 
if 
a KKKKK (15) (Genersl Admin) 
I 
I 
B KKK KKK KKK KKKKKKKKKKKKKK (89) 
I 
if 
ic KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK C71) 
I 
if 
[! KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKEKKKKKKK (101) 
iT 
I 
E KKK (9) Officer Frofessional Qualifications) 
I 
I 
eT ee rt 4) ee eles os, anaes ee eee eee Lee eee eo el 
QO 40 80 120 140 Zoe 
FREQUENCY 
Valid Cases 2S Missins Cases 1 
DOME +e ee ee A = Significantly Hisgner 
KR = Higher 
C = Eaual 
I = Hisher 
F = Sisgnmificsently Hisher 


Mean 0.900 Kurtosis -0.996 
YVarience 1.007 Minimum -2,000 
Range 4,000 Std Deviation 1.904 
Sim 0.000 Skhewness OR leo 
mcm Error 0.9059 Maximum 229009 
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Question #82 


NFCPNPST Imngividusl’s rercertion of Navy Friority. 
COMPARISION OF FERSONNEL AND NAVY FROGRAMS 
MANAGEMENT versus SYSTEM TECHNICAL KNOWLEDIGE, 


CODE 
i, 
A KKKKKK (20) (Fersonnel and Nevy FProsgrsm Manssement) 
i 
ft 
R KKK KKK KK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKKKKKK 6114) 
I 
I 
Ec KKK KKK KKKKKKKKKKKKKKK (79) 
iE 
I 
Il KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK (54) 
I 
I 
E KKK (8) (System Technical Knowledge) 
T 
i 
nt Or Or Oa lc 4 Gy kee eo Lee ee wee Lee wer eeo wee l 
0 40 80 0 er LG, 
FREQUENCY 
Valid Cases aS Missing Cases 1 
COME oe eo 0 6 A = Sismificentls Hisner 
K = Higher 
C = Eeaueal 
It = Higher 
E = Sigsgnmificamtly Higher 


Mean 0.25450 Kirtosis -0.707 
Variance Coo ao Minimum -~2,000 
Range 4.000 Std Lteviation 0.976 
Sim 74.000 Skhewness -~0.265 
Sta Error 0.058 Maximum 2,060 
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Question #83 


NECPNPFOF Imgividual’s rercertion of Navy Priorits. 
COMPARISION OF FERSONNEL ANTI NAVY FROGRAMS 
MANAGEMENT versus OFFICER FROFESSIONAL 
QUALIFICATIONS. 


COUE 
I 
A KKKXKK (14) (Personnel end Nevy Frogram Management) 
I 
I 
B KKK KKK KK KKK KKK KKK KKK KK KKKKKKK 6113) 
I 
I 
c KKK KEK KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK (86) 
i 
I 
D KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK (65) 
i 
I 
a KEK (7) Officer Frofessionel Qualifications) 
I 
I 
Ses cL ns 9 ue gee 4 Le we LEO Ore wl 
0 40 80 PO 160 200 
FREQUENCY 
Valid Cases 285 Missing Cases iE 
CODE S64 6 4-8 A = Sisgmificantly Hisher 
BRB = Higher 
C = Eaueal 
tl = Higher 
E = Sismificemtly Higher 
Mean Or Le NU was LS -0.707 
Verlance 0.3873 Mirsimim -2,000 
Range 4.9000 Std UDevistion Oey Sra) 
Sim 62.000 Skhewness -0,.,255 
mee ETror OF. Og Maxilmiim 2,000 
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Question #84 


NECSTKOP Individual’s rercertion of Navy Friority. 
COMPARISION OF SYSTEM TECHNICAL KNOWLEDGE versus 
OFFICER FROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS. 


CONE 
I 
A KX (2) (System Technical Knowledge) 
I 
I 
B KKKKAKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK (79) 
I 
it 
B KK KK KK KKK KKK KK KKK KKK KKK KKK KK KKKKKKK C135) 
I 
i 
D KKK KKKKKKKKKKKKKK (462) 
I 
I 
= KKK (7) Officer Frofessionmal Qualifications) 
i 
I 
Re nrc go gee nes a ane Wn tae weelee 6 OL C4 ee Oe OO OL 
O 40 89 120 140 200 
FREQUENCY 
Valid Cases 285 Missingse Cases 1 
MOE .se eee A = Significantly Hisher 
B = Higher 
C = Eausal 
UD = Higher 
E = Significamtly Higher 
Mean 0.025 Kurtosis ~0.361 
Variance 0.623 Miriimtum -2,000 
Range 4,000 Std Levietion 0.789 
Siam 7+9000 Skhewness -0.,24590 
acm Error 0.9047 Maximum 2+000 
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Question #85 


IFCTGA Individual’s rercertion of Individual Priority. 
COMPARISON OF TACTICS versus GENERAL ADMIN. 


CODE 
I 
a KKKKKKKKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKKKKKKK C112) (Tactics) 
if 
I 
BR KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KK KKK KKK KKKKKKK 6140) 
it 
I 
e mA KKK C21) 
I 
T 
[i KXK (7) 
I 
T 
E KK ¢€4) (General Admin) 
II 
I 
ra ear ee. Ga ol Vee ee a Li eee ee Liew iv eeeel 
0 40 80 120 160 200 
FREQUENCY 
Valid Cases 284 Missing Cases 2 
WOE G+ ee ee A = Sisnmificantis Higner 
K = Hisher 
C = Eaual 
1 = Higher 
E = Significantly Higher 
Mean ie 27 Kurtosis 2202 
Variance 0.4644 Mirvimum -2,000 
Range 4,900 Std Levistion 0.802 
Sum 349.000 Skhewness Saat ey 
ed Terror 0.048 Maximum 2.000 
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Question #86 


IFCTFNEM Individusal’s rercertion of Individusl Friority. 
COMFARISION OF TACTICS versus FERSONNEL ANI 
NAVY FROGRAM MANAGEMENT. 


CODE 
i 
A KK KKK KKKKKKKKKKKKK (55) Clect Tes) 
I 
I 
B KKK KK KKK KK KK KK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKKKKKKKK 6137) 
I 
I 
c KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK (65) 
I 
i 
[i KXXK (13) 
I 
i 
E KK (3) (Fersonnmel send Navy Frogrsem Mamst.) 
I 
I 
EC eee, 4s 4 ol 4 ee eee eb Le eee eee Lea ee ewer d 
Q 40 80 r2o 1460 200 
FREQUENCY 
Valid Ceses 284 Missing Cases 2 
BOWE «eee eee BR = GSisnmificantly Hisher 
B = Hisher 
C = Eeusal 
D = Higher 
E = Sisgnificsamtly Hisher 
Mean 0.8890 Kurtosis 90,4564 
Variance 7 es Minimum -2.9090 
Range 4.9000 Std LTeviation 0.853 
Sum 259-4900 Skhewness Vise oe? 
ee Error Oo Oe 1 Maximum 2.9990 
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Question #87 


meer soitk Individual’s rercertion of Individual FPricrity. 
COMPARISION OF TACTICS versus SYSTEM TECHNICAL 
KNOWLEDGE, 
SOUE 
I 
A KKXKK (13) (Tactics) 
: | 
if 
B KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK (75) 
I 
i. 
j KKK KKK KKK KK KK KKK KKK KK KK KKK RK KK KKK KKK KK KKK KKKK C175) 
I 
I 
I KXKK (€13) 
I 
I 
E KX (3) (System Technical Knowledge) 
I 
I 
ere ee Creer MTT o's) 0o og re gc Sees ve ee se Ls Ob 8s oe Lele eeee eed 
0 40 30 Leo 140 2O0 
FREQUENCY 
Valid Cases Ss Missing Cases S 
BOVE sere A = Significantly Higher 
KR = Hisher 
C = Erual 
0 = Hisher 
E = Significantly Hisher 
Mean Oe Bo, Kurtosis 1.427 
Variance Oro Ll Minimum -2.000 
Range 4,000 Sta Tevyiet ior Oe 
Swim 82.000 Skhewness 0.993 
Scag Error 0,043 Maximum OOO 
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Question #88 


IFCTOFQ Individual’s rercertion of Individual Friorits, 
COMFARISION OF TACTICS versus OFFICER 
FROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS. 


CODE 
I 
A KKXXKK (15) (Tacuics?) 
i 
I 
B KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK (83) 
I 
i 
es KKKKKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KK KKK KKK KKK KKKKKEKKK 6145) 
I 
I 
Ul KKXKKKKKKKK (35) 
iE 
I 
S ¥X (3) Officer Frofessional Qualifications) 
I 
if 
Se Er ge eee ne Log esse ale ol eel’ eb ee Le ee eee ee 
Q 40 80 he lo) OW 
FREQUENCY 
Valid Cases oe Missims Cases a 
PE + ee ees A = Sisgnmificamtls Higher 
R = Higher 
C = Eaual 
TI = Higher 
E = Sidmificentlye Higher 
Mean 0-240 Kurtosis OA Seal 
Variance 0.644 Mirilmim -2,000 
Range 4.000 Sta vev1 st Lori Vee 
Sum 68.0909 Skhewness “0.047 
Sua Error 0.048 Maxlmium 2 O00 
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Question #89 


IF CGAFNF Imdividual’s rercertion of Individual Friorits. 
COMPARISION OF GENERAL ADMIN versus FERSONNELL 
AND NAVY FROGRAM MANAGEMENT. 


CODE 
I 
4 KKK (7) (General Admin) 
I 
i 
B KKKKKKKKK (32) 
I 
I 
C KKK KKK KK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKKKKKEK C129) 
I 
i 
U KKK KKK KKK KKK KK KKK KKK KKK KKKEK (C102) 
I 
i 
E KKKK (13) (Fersonmnmel and Navy FProsgrsm Management) 
a 
i 
Se tens 5g he alg pees Gb ce 4 eke ee Lee eee ered 
0 AO 80 120 1490 200 
FREQUENCY 
Valid Cases eos Missing Cases u 
CODE e+e? A = Sisgmificantly Hisher 
KR = Hisher 
C = Eausel 
It = Higher 
E = Sisnmificamtly Higher 
Mean -~0.290 Niitios Ss ORE OR 
Variance 0.675 Minimum -2,000 
Range 4.000 Std Lleviaetion CO. 621 
Sum -82.000 Skhewness Om tye, 
ota Error 0.049 Maximum 2.900900 
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Question #90 


IFCGASTK Individusal’s rercertion of Individusl Friority. 


COMPARISTON OF GENERAL ADMIN versus SYSTEM 
TECHNICAL KNOWLEDGE. 


SOuiE 
I 
4 ae (3) (General Admin) 
I 
I 
B KKKXKK (15) 
I 
if 
cc XKKKKKKKKK (34) 
I 
I 
I KKKKKK KKK KKK KK KKK KKK KKK KKK KK KKK KK KKK KKK KKK KKKKKKK C192) 
I 
I 
E KKKKKKKKKKXK (41) (System Technical Knowledge») 
I 
i 
NIE sore MME ga) oie) cous: Lee snameeedeceh ts evens tee 6 Lose eee wow dk 
0 40 80 20 160 200 
FREQUENCY 
Valid Cases 28S Missing Cases 1 
WOE 6 + ete A = Significantly Hisgner 
BR = Hidher 
C = Eaual 
Ih = Higner 
E = Significantly Higher 
Mesn -0,.888 Kurtosis Seo L 
Variance 0.95 Minimum -2,000 
Range 4,000 Std Tleviation 0.747 
Sim -253.000 Skhewness dos 9 4 
mode rror 0.044 Maximum 2,000 
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Question #91 


IFCGAOFQ Individtusal’s rercertion of Individusl Friority. 


COMPARISION OF GENERAL ADMIN versus OFFICER 
PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS. 


COBE 
if 
A * (1) (General Admin) 
I 
I 
B KKKK (C12) 
i 
i 
C KKKKKKKKKKKEKKK (54) 
h 
I 
U KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKKKKKEK (C190) 
I 
if 
a KKKKKKKKKKK (38) Officer Frofessional Qualifications) 
I 
I 
Serer erg. 65 6 beds) Lo aoe esee eset. 6 + bles eee Leeee eevee endl 
0 40 80 120 eo) 200 
FREQUENCY 
Valid Cases og Missims Cases 1 
POE 4566 5 > A = Sisnificantly Hisher 
B = Higher 
C = Eaual 
It = Hisher 
E = Sigmificantly Higher 
Mean -0,.849 Kurtosis ee or 
Variance Oro Mirilmum -2,000 
Range 4.000 Gemelle io 1 OT G,708 
Sism -242,000 Skewress Ca oo 
Bem crror 0.042 Maximum 2.000 
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Question #92 


IF CFENFST Imdividusal’s rercertion of Individuel Friority. 
COMFARISION OF FERSONNEL ANI NAVY FROGRAHS 
MANAGEMENT versus SYSTEM TECHNICAL KNOWLEDGE. 


CEE 
if 
4 me (3) (Fersonmel and Navy Frogram Menasgement) 
I 
if 
B KKKKKKKK (28) 
I 
I 
e KKK KKK KKK KKK KKKKKKKKK (79) 
t 
I 
I KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK 147) 
I 
I 
E XKKKKKKK (28) (Sustem Technical Knowledse) 
iE 
I 
I re ec. Too a ae a eee See eee Le eee ee eee ld 
0 40 8O 120 1469 ZOO 
FREQUENCY 
Valid Cases LoS Missims Caeses 1 
BOWE «ee ees A = Sisgmificamtly Hisher 
B = Hisher 
C= etal 
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Mean ie Si 75 Kurtosis 0,194 
Varience 0.7990 Mirelmtsm 1 ORG, 
Range 4,000 Std ULeviation OF Sa 
Sum Slee, 6 OO Skhewness 0.579 
Std Error 0.90590 Max imism 2.900 


lie 





0° OOT 

0°OOT BUTSSTN 

Oyo! Lae 

€° 6 La 37 

CPP 8° 9EF 

ye Ona 

an) v°O 
—qyuedteg BUadTOg~ 
Aouoenboaay Aouenboaag 
sAT}JeTnuNnD pose ysnlCpy 


€6 NOLLSANO 


T 
O° OOT 98¢ 
€°O | i 
Tear GG 
Oey LET 
Loe SOT 
Oe OG 
€°O T 
"4uee0a9q £Aousnboeayz 
Aouonboaaiy a1nTosay 
DATIETOY 


Soseg dUuTSSTW 


LVqO], 


8 


< me O C 





9poo) 


G8G 


Teqey 


SOst) PTLPA 


AX1OB9189 


SUOTIBOTIT LENO 


TBVUOTSSOJOIg AJBOTJIO SNsiAsA JUSWASeUeA 
Ssweisoig AABN pue [TsuUuOSA9q FO UuoSsSTaRedwuog 


‘AIEIOliAd 1eNPIATDUT TO Uorido .acg 


»>STeNprArpuy 


IaysTH AT PUBOTJTUSTS 


lola ty 
Tenby 


LOySTH 


TaysTH AT UeOTFTUSTS 


dOdNdoOdI 


Pie 





a oO Or ee ee re wee Mam a CUTS CEE Gime cine Cee Cre TD cere ene CUTE me me ee ems mm eee SUS EUS. STE GEE COU GUD CUWE aime aime ewe ame mm ow oes ee oe oe oe 


Question #93 


IPCFNPOP Inmdividusal’s Fercertion of Individual Priority. 
COMPARISION OF FERSONNEL ANT NAVY FROGRAMS 
MANAGEMENT versus OFFICER FROFESSIONAL 
QUALIFICATIONS. 


CODE 
I 
A * (1) (Fersonmel smd Navy Frogrsm Management) 
if 
I 
R KKKKKK (20) 
I 
I 
: KKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKKK C105) 
I 
I 
0 KKK KK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKKKKKKKK (137) 
I 
I 
E KKKKKKK (22) Officer Frofessional Qualificstions) 
I 
‘L 
De Guess ae lin eevee le eee eee ee Le eter wel 
0 40 80 h20 1460 ZOO 
FREQUENCY 
Valid Cases Risjal Missing Cases iL 
BE +e ee ee A = Sisnmificamtly Higher 
KR = Higher 
C = Eausal 
I = Higher 
B= SiSshitveanci Ss Hasner 
Mean -0.958 Kiurtosis OO 29 
Variance 0.564 Mirsimim =a Oo 
Range 4,000 Std Deviation 0.7351 
Sim aire e209) Skhewrness 2/4 
Sea Error 0.045 Maximum 2 OO; 
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Question #94 


IFCSTKOP Ingividusal’s rercertion of Individual Friority. 
COMPARISION OF SYSTEM TECHNICAL KNOWLEDGE versus 
OFFICER PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS. 


COLE 
il 
A KK (7) (System Tecnnical Knowledge) 
[ 
I 
B KKKKKKKKKKKKKK (50) 
I 
it 
c KKKKKKKKKKKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKK KKKKKKK C159) 
I 
I 
ll KXKKKKKKKKKKKK (3535) 
I 
I 
= KKK (6) Officer Frofessional Qualifications) 
I 
I 
en MP lies ee eae kg Mei et sons Ls ene 4.4 soaeee Leese ee ewe 1 
0 40 80 eo 1S 200 
FREQUENCY 
Valid Cases 28S Nissings Cases i 
Me +e eee 6 A = Significantly Higher 
B = Hisner 
C = Eausl 
Il = Hisher 
E = Significantly Higher 
Mesni -0.004 Kurtosis 0.724 
Varisence 0.946 Mirilmum -2,.000 
Range 4.000 Std LTevistion Oa oF 
Swim -1,.,000 Skhewnmess 0.038 
Seda Error 0.044 Maximum OO 
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